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ABSTRACT 



This research paper is an outcome of a 1992-93 NASPAA supported Cultural 
Diversity project designed to promote collaborative instruction, research and outreach 
activities between faculty members of four HBCU MPA programs and that of Indiana 
State University's MPA program. Utilizing a sub-set of a fifty-state survey data set 
collected by the Research Center for Public and International Policy at Kentucky State 
University (HBCU) (NSF Grant No. RII 9006583) this paper analyzes the perceptions 
of MPA graduates about Public Administration curriculum and their political acuity 
(Daniel and Rose, 1991). The data includes a comparative analysis of MPA graduates 
(yv= 7,428) who are state administrators, state administrators that hold a BA degree 
Im=^351) in public administration, state administrators that hold a Certified Public 
Manager (CPM) certificate {N-332) and those administrators who do not hold any 
significant administration degree or training (N=^ 3,869). The data analysis indicates 
some attitudinal differences between these groups. These preliminary analyses do not 
control for other independent and intervening variables. These findings should be of 
interest to the NASPAA community. It is also an example of direct collaborative 
research between the historically black university MPA faculty members and that of 
Indiana State University which had received NASPAA funding to promote such 
collaborative effort. 



I 

INTRODUCTION 



This is a collaborative research effort between Kentucky State University faculty 
members and Indiana State University's Center for Government Services. This report 
is the outcome of a 1992-93 NASPAA sponsored cultural diversity project designed to 
promote collaborative research and outreach projects between Indiana State Univer- 
sity and four HBCU universities (/.e., Kentcky State University, Howard University, Clark 
Atlanta University and Jackson State University). 

II 

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 

Using available data from a national study conducted by the Research Center for 
Public and International Policy at Kentucky State University (HBCU), in part the 
researchers have attempted to seek answers to the following questions. 

a. How do practicing public administrators in the American stiites and ter- 
ritories perceive Public Administration graduate curriculum? 

b. Do MPA degree holders view Public Administrative graduate curriculum 
differently from those with only a BA* 

c. How do public administrators perceive the political environment sur- 
rounding public agencies? Does it reflect their political acuity? (Daniel and 
Rose, 1991) 

III 

DATA SOURCES 

In order to insure that a significant size sample of state public administrators having 
earned the MPA degree and/or CPM certificates, lists were solicited frorim all univer- 
sities and state supported programs in the fifty-states and Puerto Rico. Additional lists 
were solicited from personnel directors in the fifty-states and Puerto Rico. 

Of the 241 requests sent to MPA granting universities, only 41 cooperated. Six of 
the ten CPM programs directors provided lists. Personnel directors from seven states 
and Puerto Rico provided mailing lists. Mailing lists for the remaining states were 
generated from names and addresses found in the State Executive Directory published 
by the Carroll Publishing Company of Washington, DC. Table 1 below contains the 
sample sources, number of questionnaires mailed, number returned and percentage 
returned. 



Table 1 Sample Characteristics 

NUMBER NUMBER PERCENTAGE 

SOURCE IDENTIFICATION MAILED RETURNED RETURNED 
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Table 1 Sample Characteristics (continued) 
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Table 1 



Sample Characteristics (continued) 



WEST VIRGINIA 119 58 48.74 

WISCONSIN 243 55 22.63 

WYOMING 172 39 22.67 

UNKNOWN STATE 6 6 100.00 



TOTAL 19720 6978 35.39 



As can be seen in Table 1 the data set contains a substantial number of responses 
from state public administrators across the U.S. Although requests for demographic 
data was minimal, enough information was collected to make inferences that were felt 
important. Table 2 below contains a general description of the sample's characteristics. 



Table 2 General Profile of Study Participants 



Related Training/Education Valid Cum 

Frequency Percent Percent Percent 



f'PM 


332 


.6 


5.6 


5.6 


BACHELOR 


351 


5.9 


5.9 


11.4 


MPA AND/OR PHD/DPA 


1428 


23.9 


23.9 


35.3 


OTHER RELATED DEG/TR 


896 


15.0 


15.0 


50.3 


NO RELATED DEGREE 


2973 


49.7 


49.7 


100.0 


Total 


5980 


lOO.O 


100.0 




Gender 










MALE 


4091 


68.4 


69.8 


69.8 


FEMALE 


1769 


29.6 


30.2 


100.0 




120 


2.0 




Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 




Ethnicity 










wnrrE 


5152 


86.2 


885 


885 


AFRICAN.AMERICAN 


290 


4.8 


5.0 


935 


HISPANIC 


151 


2.5 


2.6 


96.1 


NATIVE AMERICAN 


40 


.7 


.7 


96.8 


ASIAN ORPACinCISLAND 


176 


2.9 


3.0 


99.8 


OTHER 


11 


.2 


.2 


100.0 




160 


2.7 




Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 




Years of Public Service 










1T09YRS 


1029 


17.2 


17.8 


17.8 


10 TO I9YRS 


2199 


36.8 


38.0 


55.8 


20 TO 29YRS 


1937 


32.4 


333 


89.3 


30TO39 YRS 


550 


9.2 


95 


98.8 


40 TO 49 YRS 


67 


1.1 


1.2 


100.0 




198 


3.3 Missing 




Total 


5980 


lOO.O 


iOO.O 
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Table 2 



General Profile of Study Participants (continued) 



Related Tralnlns/Educatlon 






Valid 


Cum 




Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


Percent 


Type of Work Unit 










DATAYPAPER 


1364 


22.8 


24.0 


24.0 


PEOPLE SERVICE 


4034 


67.5 


71.1 


95.1 


MACHINJEyPROD 


277 


4.6 


4.9 ■ 


100.0 




305 


5.1 


Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 




Job Responsibility 










ADMINISTRATTVE/PROF 


3375 


56.4 


58.5 


58.5 


CLERICAL 


197 


3.3 


3.4 


62.0 


SUPERVISORY 


1413 


23.6 


243 


863 
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170 
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89.4 


LAW ENFORCEME^JT 
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10.6 


100.0 
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Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


1 nn n 




Age 










20-29 YRS 


65 


1.1 


1.2 


1.2 


30-39 YRS 


849 


14.2 






40-49 YRS 


2671 


44.7 


47.3 


63.4 


50-59 YRS 


1579 


26.4 


27.9 


91.4 


60-69 YRS 


460 


7.7 


8.1 


993 


70-79 YRS 


26 


.4 




100.0 


80 YRS & OLDER 


2 


.0 


.0 


100.0 




328 


55 




Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 




Supervisory Responsibility 










1-10 EMPLOYEES 


17!>9 




32.2 


32.2 


11-50 EMPLOYEES 


1971 


33.0 


36.1 


68.2 


51-200 EMPLOYEES 


1033 


17.3 


18.9 


' 87.1 


201-500 EMPLOYEES 


371 


6.2 


6.8 


93.9 


501-997 EMPLOYEES 


280 


4.7 


5.1 


99.0 


LOOO AND MORE EMPLOYEES 


53 


.9 


1.0 


100.0 




513 


8.6 




Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 




Education 










NOTHIGHSCHCX )LGRADUATE 14 


.2 


.2 


,2 


HIGH SCHOOL GRAD 


157 


2.6 


2.6 


2.9 


SOME COLLEGE 


383 


6.4 


6.4 


9.3 


COLLEGE GRAD 


1309 


21.9 


21.9 


31.2 


SOME GRAD WORK 


605 


10.1 


10.1 


41.3 


AT LEAST 1 GRAD DEGREE 


3512 


58.7 


$8.7 


ino.o 


Total 


5980 


lOO.O 


iOO.O 
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Table 2 General Profile of Study Participants (continued) 



Related Train in^Education 






Valid 


Cum 


Frequency 


Percent 


Percent 


t'crcent 


Appointment Type 










ELECTED omClAL 


39 


.7 


.7 


.7 


POLITICAL APPOINTEE 


1474 


24.6 


25.6 


26.2 


MERIT SYSTTEM EMPLOYE 


3379 


56.5 


58.6 


84.8 


OTHER 


874 


14.6 


15.2 


lUO.O 




214 


3.6 




iMissing 


Totel 


5980 


100.0 


1 00.0 




Political Cultures (Elazar's Typology) 








MORALlSmC 


850 


14.2 


14.4 


14.4 


MORAL-INDIVIDUALISrniC 


953 


15.9 


16.2 


30.6 


INDIVID-MORALISTnC 


692 


11.6 


11.8 


42.4 


INDIVIDUALISTnC 


1132 


18.9 


19.2 


61.7 


INDIYID-TRAOrnC NALISTTIC 


251 


4.2 


4.3 


65.9 


TRAD-INDIVlDU/iLISmC 


809 


13.5 


13.S 


79.7 


TRADITIONALISnC 


874 


14.6 


14.9 


94.5 


TRAD-MORALISnC 


322 


5.4 


5.5 


100.0 




97 


1.6 




Missing 


Total 


5980 


100.0 


100.0 





Table 2 projects a general profile of public managers who participated in this study. 
A majority of the participants are male {69.8%) with less than one third {30.2%) are 
female. Slightly over 86% of the participants are of European extraction, trailed by 
African- Americans (4.8%), Asian or Pacific Islanders (2.9%) and Hispanics (2.6%). 
Age distribution among the respondents shows the largest proportion to be between 
the ages of 40 and 59 years (75%), with 91.4% being 59 years old or younger. 

The sample data indicates that over one half {58.7%) have earned at least one 
graduate degree, and 10.1% have some graduate work. Another 21.9% have earned a 
baccalaureate degree of some type. Only 9.3% report an education history of less than 
a college degree. Overall state public administrators, according to this sample, seem 
to be a very literate group; however, almost one half of the respondents {49.7%) have 
not had any training or education related to public sector management. 

When asked about their job responsibility, 58.9% of the respondents selected the 
administrative/professional category as best describing their functions. Another 24.5% 
being responsible for supervisory chores. 

An item on the questionnaire asked respondents to classify their organization. 
Nearly three quarters {71.1%) labeled their units as a people/service oriented agency. 
Twenty four percent labeled their units as data/paper units, while the remaining 4.9% 
selected machine/production. 



The data show that 68.2% reported supervising 50 or less individuals. Another 
18.9% indicated they supervised 51 to 200 employees, with the remaining 12.0% 
supervising over 200 individuals. 

Well over one half of the respondents (58.6%) indicated they occupied a classified 
position in their state's merit or civil service system. Slightly over one quarter (25,6%) 
of the sample reported occupying an appointed position (Le,, political), A surprisingly 
large number indicated being employed by some other means than the normal catego- 
ries (e.g., elected, appointed, merit). Upon investigation, it was discovered that other 
than some unusual contractual situations, many individuals employed in states such as 
Texas that does not have a merit system in the popular sense selected this category. 
Also, many individuals selected this category that described themselves as civil service 
appointees. Less than one percent (.7%) were elected to their position. 

The seniority distribution among these public managers shows that only 17.8% have 
fewer that 10 years of service. A majority of the respondents {71.5%) reported between 
10 and 29 years of service. 

The general profile of this sample is that of a college educated and veteran vvc^k 
force. Most of them function in a people-ser\dce oriented organizational surrounded 
mostly by white males. Minorities and women comprise a relatively small portion of 
the sample. 

IV 

DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION , 

Please keep in mind that this is a working paper and the following statistics and 
discussion represent a very abbreviated description of the data. 

Perception of Public Administration Curriculum 

The self reporting questionnaire used to collect the data for this study consisted of 
six (6) sections. Section 4 {see Appendix I) contained items to be answered only by 
individuals that have earned at least a BA degree in public administration. These items 
are listed below. 



SECTION rv 



20. Listed beluw are SDrne fields of knowledge that have been included in Public adminisiratjon 
degree programs. To what extent do you feel knowledge of each of these fields is necebsar>' and 
important in your job as a public administrator? (Please circle the appropriate number) 

Very Not 

Important Important 

a. Organization behavior 

and interpersonal relations 4 3 2 1 

b. Knowledge of political 
institutions ana processes 

in state government 4 3 2 1 

c. Statistical analysis 4 3 2 1 

d. Management information 
systems and computer 

utilization 4 3 2 1 

e. Program evaluation 4 3 2 1 

f. Budget operations and 

financial administration 4 3 2 1 

g. Personnel Management 4 3 2 1 

h. Administrative law and 

legal issues 4 3 2 1 

i. Public relations and 

communication 4 3 2 1 

j. Policy analysis 4 3 2 1 

Table 3 State Administrators' Views Toward Public Administration 

Curriculum 

MPAOR BACCA- ALL 

Perceived Importance HIGHER LAU- STATE 

of specific subHeld DEGREE REATE ADMIN 



Organization behavior 
and interpersonal 
relations 



NOT IMPORTANT .8 
NOT VERY IMPORTANT 6.7 
IMPORTANT 34.1 
VERY IMPORTANT 58.4 
TOTAL N 1230 
TOTALS 81.8 



.4 

7.0 
45.4 
47.3 
273 
18.2 



1 
6.7 
36.2 
56.4 
1503 
lOO.O 



Knowledge of 
political 
institutions and 
processes in state 
government 



NOT IMPORTANT .5 

NOT VERY IMPORTANT 5.0 

IMPORTANT 37.3 

VERY IMPORTANT 57.2 

TOTAL N 1229 

TOTAL';? 81.8 



1.5 
ll.O 
45.4 
42.1 
273 
18.2 



.7 
6.1 
42.1 
54.5 
1502 
lOO.O 



C!unthiued 
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Table 3 State Administrators' Views Toward Public Administration 

Curriculum (Continued) 



MPA OR BACCA- ALL 

Perceived Importance HIGHER LAU- STATE 

ofspecincsubfleld DEGREE REATE ADMIN 

Statistical NOT .MPORTANT 4.3 1.8 3.9 

analysis NOT VERY IMPORTANT 27.8 28.6 28.0 

IMPORTANT 44.3 52.0 45.7 

VERY IMPORTANT 23.6 17.6 22.5 

TOTAL N 1229 273 1502 

TOTAL % 81.8 18.2 1(K).0 



Management Information 
s)'stems and computer 
utilization 



NOT IMPORTANT .9 
NOT VERY IMPORTANT 1 1.6 
IMPORTANT 41.6 
VERY IMPORTANT 46.0 
TOTAL N 1227 
TOTAL % 81.9 



.4 

7.4 
49.6 
42.6 
272 
18.1 



.8 
10.8 
43.0 
45.4 
1499 
100.0 



Program evaluation 
research methodology 



NOT IMPORTANT 2.1 
NOT VERY IMPORTANT 18.8 
IMPORTANT 45.6 
VERY IMPORTANT 33.4 
TOTAL N 1226 
TOTAL % 81.9 



2.6 
25.8 
47.2 
24.4 
271 
18.1 



2.2 
20.1 
45.9 
31.8 
1497 
100.0 



Budget Operations NOT IMPORTANT 1.1 .7 1.1 

and financial NOT VERY IMPORTAjNT 6.7 8.5 7.0 

administration IMPORTANT 35.8 313 35.0 

VERY IMPORTANT 56.4 59.3 56.9 

TOTAL N 1225 270 1495 

TOTAL 81.9 18.1 100.0 



Personnel management NOT IMPORTANT 1.8 .4 1.9 

NOT VERY IMPORTAlsrr 14.8 5.5 13.4 

VERY IMPORTANT 44.5 54.8 46.4 

TOTAL N 1225 272 1497 

TOTAL % 81.8 18.2 100.0 



Administrative law NOT IMPORTANT 

and legal issues NOT VERY IMPORT. 

IMPORTANT 
VERY IMPORTANT 
TOTAL N 
TOTAL % 



Public relations NOT IMPORTANT 

IMPORTANT 
VERY IMPORTANT 
TOTAL N 
TOTAL % 



2.3 0.0 1.9 

18.8 18.0 18.7 

45.2 46.0 45.3 

33.7 36.0 34.1 
1226 272 1498 

81.8 18.2 100.0 

1.7 0.0 1.4 

44.5 44i 44.5 

38.6 47.8 40.2 
1224 * 272 1496 

81.8 18.2 100.0 



Policy analysis NOT IMPORTANT 1.6 1.5 IS 

NOT VERY IMPORTANT 9.8 13.3 10.4 

IMPORTANT 40.0 48.0 41.5 

VERY IMPORTANT 48.6 37.3 46.6 

TOTAL N 1219 271 1490 

TOTAL % 81.8 18.2 100.0 
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* An investigation of Table 3 has led to the belief that differences between the Mpa 
and Baccalaureate samples might exist for six (6) of the ten ( 10) items. The sample of 
respondents that hold a MPA or higher degree feel that following areas of knowledge 
are more important than do their Baccalaureate counterparts. 

Organizational behavior and interpersonal relations 

Knowledge of political institutions and processes in state government 

Program evaluation and research methodology 

Policy analysis 

On the other hand, respondents with less than a MPA degree reported feeling the 
following knowledge areas more important than do their MPA counterparts. 

Personnel management 

Public relations and communication 

Both samples seem to agree on the relative importance of the remaining four (4) 
knowledge areas. Consensus was also reached about the unimportance of studying 
statistical analysis. This condition is somewhat surprising, considering we are in the 
midst of the information era. 

It should be indicated that distribution of all responses tended to favor the important 
and very important levels. This suggests that areas of knowledge being addressed by 
public administration academic programs are seen as appropriate. Differences that 
appear to exist between the MPA and Baccalaureate samples is not explainable with 
the present analysis. However, prior work suggests that these variances may be more 
related to the aging process than anything other variable (Mohapatra et. al., 1990). 

Political acuity 

Daniel and Rose (1991) reported the identification of a trait thought to be part of 
the public administration professional socialization construct. Evidence for this infer- 
ence was found among data collected as part of a survey of Kentucky state public 
administrators. Because of what seemed to be an important finding, an effort to better 
understand this phenomenon was made in the present study. To seek support for this 
trait additional items were added to the questionnaire. 

The following items in the first section of the questionnaire were written expressly 
for the above purpose. 
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1. As a state public administrator, how important do you believe it is to keep cur- 
rently informed of the following? (Please circle appropriate number) 



a. 



Very Not 
Important Imp irtant 

Election voting patterns 4 3 2 1 



b. Public opinion poll results 4 3 2 1 

c. Legislators and their views 4 3 2 1 

d. Elected executives and 
their views 4 3 2 1 

e. Legislative candidates and 

their views ^ 4 3 2 1 

f. Executive candidates and 

their views , , 4 3 2 1 

g. Specific policy issues e.g., 
educational, economic 

development, environmental 4 3 2 1 

h. Federjfl government 

CTant programs 4 3 2 1 

i. Foreign affairs involving 

theOTS. 4 3 2 1 

j. Public sector labor 

relations ^ 4 3 2 1 

k. Minority groups and their 

views on policy issues 4 3 2 1 

1. General developments in the 

profession of public 

administration 4 3 2 1 

An exciting result occurred when data from the present study were submitted to the 
same statistical treatment as was performed for the Kentucky study. A detailed report 
of the process and outcomes are presently underway as part of the final report to the 
National Science Foundation (Grant No, RII 9006563). The following is a brief 
overview of what has been found to date. 



A prioriy it was thought that the items found in the question shown above would all 
load heavy on a single factor (ie., a political acuity factor). This was the case with on 
abbreviated question on the questionnaire used for the Kentucky study. However, this 
was not to be. Instead of a single factor, three (3) factors were found to exist, with all 
three making sense. Table 4 contains groupings for the three factors. 
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Table 4 Political Acuity Factors 

# Factor One (Socio-political) 

Minority groups and their views on policy issues 
Public sector labor relations 
Foreign affairs involving the U.S. 

General developments in the profession of Public Administration 
Election voting patterns 
Public opinion poll results 

0 Factor Two {Political Activity) 

Legislative candidates and their views 
Executive candidates and their views 

# Factor Three {Political Function) 

Elected executives and their views 
Legislators and their views 

The factor names were hastily assigned and are likely to be altered for the final 
report; however, no argument can be posited against their existence. For this paper, a 
one-way Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was performed using training 
category as the reference variable and composites of the items as they loaded on the 
specific factors as the criteria. Table 5 below contains the MANOVA results. 



Table 5 



Test Name 

Piliais 
Hotetlings 
Wilks 
Roys 



MANOVA of Training Type by Political Acuity Factors 
Multivariate Tests of Significance (S = 3, M = 0, N = 2841 1/2) 



Value 


Approx. F 


Hypoth. DF 


Error OF 


Sig. ofF 


.01135 


5.39909 


12.00 


17061.00 


.000* 


.01142 


5.40739 


12.00 


17051.00 


.000* 


.98868 


5.40440 


12.00 


15041.39 


.000* 


.00731 











• Significant at Alpha < .00001 

As can be seen in Table 5, a statistically significant difference was detected for at 
least one of the dependent measures. Univariate F tests were next performed in order 
to determine where the differences occurred. Table 6 below contains these results. 



Table 6 ANOVAs for Training Type and the Political Acuity Factors 



Vnrinble 



Univariate F-tests with (4,56S7) D. F. 
Ilypoth. SS Error SS Hypoth. MS 



Socio.Polit. 14.48059 
Political Act. 12.01014 
Political Fun. 1. 11827 



2118.84970 
3588.9 1 23X 
1858.9(M74 



3.62015 
3.00254 
.27957 



Error MS 

.37258 
.63107 
.32687 



9.71649 
4.75783 
.85529 



stg.orF 

.000 • 
.001' 

.490 



' Significant at Alpha < .05 
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The ANOVAs reveal that statistical significant differences because of training 
occurred for two of the three factors Socio-Political Acuity Political Actmty Acuity^ 
In order to determine the nature of these differences, Scheffe multiple range test was 
performed and reported in Tables 7 and 8 below. 



Table 7 Scheffe Multiple Range Test - Training Type by Socio-Political Acuity 

SCHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL 
436 436 436 436 

THE RANGES ABOVE ARE TABLE RANGES. 

THE VALUE ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(1) iS. 
0.4319 • RANGE * DSQRT(l/N(I) + l/N(J)) 

(♦) DENOTES PAIRS OF GROUPS SIGNIFICANTTLY DIFFERENT AT THE 0.050 LEVEL 

Legend 



Mean Group 

2.7955 Grp5 

2.8689 Grp3 

2.9038 Grp 2 

2.9090 Grp 4 

2.9308 Grp 1 



G G G G G 

r r r r r 

P P P P P 

5 3 2 4 1 



Grp 1 = CPM 
Grp 2 = Baccalaureate 
Grp 3 = MPA or Higher 
Grp4 = Other Related 
Grp 5 = No Training 



ERLC 
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Table 8 Scheffe Multiple Range Test - Training Type by 
Political Activity Acuity 

SCHEFFE PROCEDURE 
RANGES FOR THE 0.050 LEVEL - 
4J6 436 436 436 

THE RANGES ABOVE ARETABLE RAN'GES. 

THE VALb'E ACTUALLY COMPARED WITH MEAN(J)-MEAN(I) IS. 
0^604 • RANGE • DSQRT(I/N(I) + l/N(J)) 

(♦) DENOTES PAIRS ( )F GROUPS SICiNlHCANTL.Y DIFFERENT ATTHE ().U5a LEVEL 

Legend 



(i G G G G 
r r r r r 

P P P P P 

Mean Group 3 5 4 2 1 

2.9707 Orp3 

2.981 Grp5 

3.0261 Grp4 

3.0406 Grp 2 

3.1750 Grp 1 * * 

The Scheffe Multiple Range test for the Socio-Political Acuity factor suggests that 
training and/or education does make a difference how state public administrators feel 
toward knowledge of the general mood of the public. While all levels of the indepen- 
dent variable reported slighty positive attitudes, those groups with some kind of 
education/training were moderately more positive (see Table 9). The differences for 
the Political Activity Acuity factor seem to result, in a positive direction, from CPM 
training (see Table 8). The CPM sample differs from the MPA and None samples but 
not from the Baccalaureate or Other samples (see Table 10). What this condition 
indicates is not clear at the present. When the other independent and intervening 
variables are analyzed more may be said. 



Grp 1 = CPM 
Grp 2 = Baccalaureate 
Grp 3 = MPA or Higher 
Grp 4 = Other Related 
Grp 5 = No Training 



Table 9 Means and Standard Deviations Training Type by 
Socio- Political Acuity 



FACTOR MeAn Std. Dev. N 

CPM 2.932 .595 311 

Bachelor 2.908 .64 1 337 

MPA and Higher 2.870 .591 1356 

Other 2.908 .625 856 

None 2.797 .613 2832 

For entire sample 2.845 .612 5692 
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Table 10 



Means and Standard Deviations for Training Type by 
Political Activity Acuity 



FACTOR " 



Mean 



Std. Dev. 



N 



CPM 3.170 

Bachelor 3.030 

MPA and Higher 2.968 

Other 3.018 

None 2.981 



.714 
.775 
.784 
.795 
.810 



311 
337 

1356 
856 

2832 



For entire sample 2.996 



.795 



5692 



V 

CONCLUSIONS 



This brief analysis of a very small part of a comprehensive national study suggests 
that education and training programs in public administration do produce some 
attitudinal and perhaps some value changes. Hopefully, these changes are positive and 
concommitantly affect performance. Further insight into the structural nature of the 
professional socialization process (/.e., political acuity) was gained. Additional infer- 
ences must await the complete analyses of these data. 



16 



15 



REFERENCES 



Averch, Harvey and Milan Dluhy. 'Teaching Public Administration, Public Manage- 
ment, and Policy Analysis: Convergence or Divergence in the Masters Core. 
■Tonrnal of Policy Analysis nnd Mnnagement . v. 11 (Summer 1992): 541-551. 

Balfour, Danny L. and Frank Marini. "Child and Adult, X and Y: Reflections on the 
Process of Public Administration Education." Public Administrntmn Review, 
v. 51 (November/December 1991): 478-485. 

Baldwin, J. Norman. "Comparison of Perceived Effectiveness of MPA Programs 
Administered Under Different Institutional Arrangements." Public Adminis- 
tratinn Review, v. 48 (September/October 1988): 876-884. 

Bowman, James S. "Admission Practices in Master of Public Administration Programs: 
A Nationwide Study." Public Admi nistration Review, v. 48 (September7Oct0- 
ber 1988): 867-875. 

Brock, Jon. "Learning from Experience: Programs for Executives and Some Im- 
plications for Policy Schools." Journal of Policy Analy sis and Management, v. 
10 (Fall 1991): 719-733. 

Chandler, J.A. "Public Administration and Private Management: Is There a Differ- 
ence?" Public Administration , v.69 (Autumn 1991): 385-392. 

Conant, James K. "Enrollment Trends in Schools of Public Affairs and Administration: 
A Search for Winners and Losers." Public Administratinn Review, v. 52 
(May/June 1992): 288-297. 

"Curriculum Recommendations for Public Management Education in Computing." 
Public Administration Review, v. 46 specialissue (November 1986): 595-602. 

Daniel, Christopher and Bruce J. Rose. "Blending Professionalism and Political Acu- 
ity: Empirical Support for and Emerging Ideal." Public Administration Review, 
v. 51 (September/October 1991): 438-441. 

Durant, Robert F. and William A. Taegart. "Mid-Career Students in MPA Prpgrams: 
Implications for Pre-Service Student Education." Public Administratinn Re- 
view. V. 45 (March/April 1985): 301-308. 

Faerman, Sue R.; Robert E. Quinn and Michael P. Thompson. "Bridging Management 
Practice and Theory: New York State's Public Service Training Program 
Public AdministTfltion Review , v. 47 (Julv/Aueust 1987): 310-319. 

Forrester, Randolph J. 'Things They Never Covered in the MPA Program (And How 
to Cope)." I^nhlic Management , v. 69 (April 1987): 20-21. 

Grizzle, Gloria A. "Essential Skills for Financial Management: Are MPA Students 
Acquiring the Necessary Competencies?" Public Administration Review, v. 45 
(November/December 1985): 840-844. 

Henrikson, Karen. "Government and Education Unite in Des Plaines, Illinois." Public 
Management , v. 71 (Mav 1989): 15. 



id 

16 



Jennings Edward T., Jr. "Accountability, Program Quality, Outcome Assessment, and 
tj'raduate Education for Public Affairs and Administration." Public Admmis- 
trntinn Review , v. 49 (September/October 1989): 438- 446. 

Kraemer. Kenneth L. and Alana Northrop. "Curriculum Recommendations for Public 
Management Education in Computing: An Update." Public Administration 
Review , v. 49 (September/October 1989): 447-453. 

Kraemer, Kenneth and James L. Perry.. "Institutional Requirements for Academic 
Research in Public Administration." Public Adm inistration Review, v. 49 (Jan- 
uary/February 1989): 9-16. 

Kiel, L. Douglas. "Information Systems Education in Masters Programs in Public 
Affairs and Administration. Public Adm inistrntion Review, v. 46 special issue 
(November 1986): 590-594. 

La Porte, Todd R. and David Hadwiger. 'Teaching Public Administration through 
Field Research: California Agency Reconnaissance Project." ES, v. 24 (Decem- 
ber 1991): 707-712 

Lawther, Wendell C. 'The State of State Training." Piihlir Management, v. 69 (July 
1987): 16-19. 

Lee Dalton S. and N. Joseph Cayer. "Recruitment of Minority Students for Public 
Administration Education.^' Pnhlir Admi nistration Review, v. 47 (July/ August 
1987): 329-335. 

Nalbandian, John. 'The Hopes, Values, and Fears of Public Administration Students." 
Pnblic Mnnagement . v. 70 (March 1988): 21-22. 

O'Hare, Michael. "Formal Models and Goverrmient: Teaching To Do." Journal of 
Analysis and Management , v. 10 (Summer 1991): 519-541. 

Pierson, Joy. "Effective Local Government Internships: A Practical Learning Experi- 
ence." Pnhlir Mnnn^ement . v. 74 (February 1992): 16-19. 

Silver, Ray and Glen Sparrow. "San Diego Program for Hispanic Administrators: A 
Parlay of Programs in the Private/Public/ Academic Sectors. Puhlic Manage- 
IIieill,v. 70 (March 1988): 24-26. 

Ventriss, Curtis. "Contemporary Issues in American Public Administration Education: 
The Search for an Educational Focus." Public Adm inistration Review, v. 51 
(January/February 1991): 4-14. 



17 



Appendix i 



4). 



Kentucky State University 

Rei earch Center for Public »nd International Policy 



4'*^^^': ' FUBUC ICANAOUt QUXITIONNAlttI 

■• i !.:.. ' ' ■ ■ • 




I. Ai I IMU public i4xinUU'«l»r, h4« impomni 
49 you btuiYf it II Vft k4tp c-jrrtnlly icfcrai^ of 



« Clictien votintpcturot 4 

£ P>jb1uopini«a poll mutu « 

t. Uful^uninduulf vMwt 4 

thwfvir*» 4 
• Ufls^Uv«un4<datMin4 

tiMir nrvi 4 



t SB»dficpolkyiMUM«.g., 
M4CAiioa#l. M#Ao nlc 
dtvtltpnMtttsTlronnunul 4 



iRttSTlronr 
h rodcrtl lovir&JBMvt 



frtatprACMfti ■ 

j PuUlci«t«rUb«r 
r*UtlAnf 

VltWi M BOtky tMUM 

L 0«n4r«l jttyloontaU in \h» 



i % I I 

L Hof« «M lomt «*ttmoDta that htvt bMA laU* 
■Wut f ublle MMfin u prof«ulMuU«. PImm 

4Ut|r»t with Mch of Mtm «U(»Ment«. (f!MM 

orthurothfraduMUOMl 
bMkfrounfl, ni*d tnlnmc 
tni t9tu«tion it 

^UUitfminlttrttUii 4 S t ) 

k, Public Mntftn should b* 
(•nlliir with tho nrraat 
^•vfllnaMnu Ilk y wblk 
tdmlMMntMfi 4 9 2) 

QiMttkMl Mllt>«t*«tftMtkf ftOMH<r 



•raAtikoAl trfMuatMM 
pobliCtAMitrttiMi 4 ) S 1 

T)m W|f«ia( lUta moii akliU baplet Uwt rt!«tt 
to virkihoM frfqutnll; oftttu u pari of 
(MMMMal «kUa9P«. M(«»t tndickti tho 
t«jtiu TmI tniaiM k tMii «rMt would 
mtSiUu II yw gn-Ak u • public naninr- 

lPk«M <Wj« WN^M^ 

*^ u«« 

k«M Cm 
t. AwtAlimM 4 S S ) 

bw Tmo ButMbf 4 13 1 

c laile«M eit|tM 4 S t I 

i. S<NMMtM|MI*M 4 S t I 

t. PnMUttoaSkilU 4 ) S I 

f. pMdMitMdiMi* 4 ) » I 
I WrlUnf R«pan««M 

4 I t 1 

h XM4ia« EflktlvtAH* 4 j S I 
I WriUnf l«tA«f Ut4«n 

MiMoaM 4 I a 1 

J. .NafB4Utto*T«cHt^u«i 4 t t 1 

luUWrR»toUM9tr»t^lH 4 S 3 1 



3M »blle<Wtt. in y«ur optnT 
mVi Km nJt^lSl^** ibiMtivi 



>t»tht 



C TsiualMMDimwicttlw 
wtcoptt r«l«tJ*tt« 

t«44ortKk wtctivMwa* 4 } t 1 
r T9^R4*nt«A<whlrt(rtup 

UipproprUt* 4 I t I 

tt Tt.in<irtt«Mthini>d 
tfttdontuy tnttritror 
«lt«^li>bmtatotf lotif 4 3 3 1 

{.TouMtoriUiWlho 
iM««iof objvcttvik 4)21 

j.Ti4tvtUprthl«tJiUndu^ 

rtitiM lOMMtintnt 

prtetkit 4 t t 1 

k. T« untentttd ftcion tk*t 

}»r MU KwUvatJM 4 ) 2 t 

uUojtrituta iftTtor ttd it(r 
KraUfiM 4 13 1 

WL OOltr OSkctlf I 4 S 1 J 

iMflt tr«lii!bi|^oiiM«tM« 

(•rtWftejr^MT 4 ) t I 

t 0* ptopli jrotf w«rk with m«>w ta.<.iTkM 
•cUnly punui vukntf^ 
mint triia(i«.Wuctti«fi* 4 S t I 



, T*rah4H«*i»arir.«M«r . 

MlftMOUUn 

To kMrtu* iztxtf.i .n.t. 



m4M^|.-U.bl 
•UKtMOUlK 



i Tftdintjythtnittffor 
mckirH ftna *r(4ruitiM 

mtOptMRt 

wrtfti*u 

t«4M«hipiv^lift 




I Cft<rf.x»r*.*|«'K:«ii.iMi^ 



• C|iin\i»f|evorrjn»nt 
«ff nc)«i tft nit MtufiN 
«liiiLn»Hf<'Knro\:M4 4 3 t i 



p<«vijr t^iul utBtrTK'nt \ f 



4. folitle^ pvll li Impwtut 
la wb*tk*r a nrtrntptat 

ltrvlMapt*vaM. 



4. UaacrttkpriMlplM 
ufUMtHapptMi- ^ 
wlt))ai»pl)7ii«ar 



. 7H«ar_ 

|mrnatatag*ntU«. 4)21 



f. Cavarnmtat fftney «(nci4ti 
ti)pa)dc«r«ab«utMbllc 
oauiUn«»o«irslnc 

tli«lr titacMk 4 S i 1 

ft>9gt thicomeUtJty 
ofdacUiiamalciiif la 

pv*rf)iiiint actnctM. 4 t 2 1 

rvquciU of •tM«leff1 1 Wattn 
about pnWiaMOtihnr 
aonitttuwii. 

1 '^•jMnlijrttMaJlaaabUc 
mMitap^tmanta 



4 8 t 1 



rolaM ta ^tw If k4a y«u b«lan| taT 

ftfjlw.j rit4 |j<ttr.a»«i* 

H«M ni«r.« profttitonil'.t -rallied iiatinari 
OAftranca* r^vt >a« aitctiaad :r. mi pat: >t 

U }n iht pAit t<}» >tiri hiw tnirty ilictlv* 
maftatimiflt oiutnidftomRlnf •ciUluaa h«\a 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

18 



c Sl*W u»»frnc>«nl 

• ,, .1 ■ ■ Wvtw 



t. DImsUm 

r. Coo^Mkr MkmtUM u4 
OirmAfflUMXmm 

i. MttivtttiM 

2 Pirfirmifioi ¥«a««tn>iU 

%r)ax VDU iMmW aunnf 
-Jill prifr%B 

<4?in( «Mr lr«inin« 



l< H«w««lu*blt*«>>our 



4 3 11 



11 la whieK >«tr i\4 you Itit ^iiUl»«ti tn 



J I 

p>f%4qyttfcf In your trtlnlni pf ot^mr 

*■ Mt^u^yt^iW wirbni 

e Citrcldnf WiurtiiMtMMfMiMt 

d . B«in( «of» M»«rti»i 
• Bwftf now — riUy 

t .,, No ch«QS» 

I QUMr; iif«ri/>), 

II. la nlaion. whet fOMf trtu if lr»injn| 
•haaU k« lii«lujl«C in « c«apr*ninilY« 



4 MMkfinuntlnf«rmid«a 
?r«crav«v«^Uin 

(. Pirtouul aunafMDiflt 4 ) Z 1 

««»auakftU*c 4 » 3 1 

J. PiUcyvmlyab 4 3 3 1 

31. In ywf minion. »K«t 9*im n*Ua of kji»wMkp 
shouU b9 includid in a M»«*»tr »f PublK 



tSCTlON Vi hTMMiM 

Wor«Mitton U will W uj*I Uttt^jriit 



W liMi •rt.iWM tUHt.** kMvWc* lh»l 



30 UiM4 Wtiw trt »MM n«1<t kMvWc* that 
ha** imAviUJa FubUc AdM{ni«Uatl»n 
ittTH T^r*"* Tf wha! f turn it >•« rt^l 
knoviHCff of mr. •/ lS*m ft«l» ntcMMry 
•ed tnpflrtast :r. *«'ir ;tr ti • y-jBUt 
ida;nl>trtt»r* ^l4tn anU /w of^t^nair 



Um •r|iau*tnnal 



t OriiniuUontJotAaMor 

ani tntarptmnu Mtatwni 
k KiicwMpof»»lilic4> 



a 3 I 

■i 7 I 



33. la4\fiMVt Um UUI nurabtf «[ impiomi yo.u «n 
hcU m^natbW lir Jnetkaf «in/i07tf« 

tA/»fc^B CMa^naM n«A«|ff*« 

24 H?« =ar ■ ■.•vtj art V4n s*'.»»« isc 'J^t 
'AS ?*r«ar. ^OJ ^nc> 4' ^w. yi* 
^'(M *» n»r A /; ffport 19 l*< top p»fa*^ 

if Tftyf auac-liier tpf M w ^no« kkik 



irlirl.aMMaN^ 

J4 H«w vnutk diicrttioii li tMri your j*b, 



a. Pry4«mi«tAiA44 
MUjrvlraptrvlMr. 

lmfiiiB&. 4 3 3 1 



a. T«w iaaM4!Ai*Mp«r*4Mc 



* — ^JsSisSs."^- 

c _ StfMnriwy.imnaftTiiJ 

d Str«tct,m*lM..i|rt(ttlturtI. 

M«tlt/UCM»n 

priUcUvt 
31. KaWf«>ry««r^r«Mnt«9fMiUMM: 



U(L Ami IT^ 
31. Hi»W'«<7««nififNWUMrr|M? 

31. FImm QM th« cfairt Ulow tf diKrikc y«ur 
tWMT KUlofT «v«t th* Utl nM 16] poution 
cb*a4M lA >uUk ffrvka. iurtir4 wiu tlb* mo%,\ 
rtorai cbanc* {J/.«m mm Kta \u* iU« 
f5j eUiif (rirficMt mm lAa/ iw« Kkvt W.) 



IBCnON '^jtlijrMtdlHlwmtfMi 

Itl un4ttlT«<u*t> ««i 



^•itflM 4^TtM Mnk^ 



AimirilfUtbM. 



a.4W 

MM *MlUMt UtW H7«« 
r ^^^^ M»chl«fp<»idyriU»>«»nfni«; 



M EOintfOrifin 

b , ~ ^^i«»J^'Awncin 

, — ;~2Z A«^«n»if HutiPi l>J»tvdtr 





tXalaryrt 














CUuplH 






















TmX* 














•» CMS* 


a**» 








1 t 


1 } 


« 


1 t 




11 


1 t 


1 7 


1 


1 S 


•*« 


IS 


I 1 


1 > 


1 


1 t 


4M 




I > 


1 > 


1 


1 s 


•* 


l» 


( t 


1 r 


1 


1 I 



Tht Xttttreh C«ftUr for 

PtttaUe %wk Iiurstttoul Pdlley tt 
Kaotuckr 8UU Uatvvnitir withM 
to tbAOi yoi «ni& £br Uking 
•MOfb of TOUT UiM to «Mm^UU 

TIm lafonitAtioa obut&td 
frocD ihk turvtx will tuJu osr 
nttien'i volUfn, uaivtnititt tad 
suit snvtramftnta to ceatlaut 
prvxidinf tducAtion tnd trvieia| 
la Pub.K Adiaicittnuos of Ut 
blfbtttquAlity. 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



19 - - 



